
JAN-23-1995 15:48 EPA REG,3 HWMD

DEPARTMENT OF THE AIR FORCE
AIR FORCE RESERVE

18,Octobe-r 1994

913 AW/CC
1051 Fairchild St
Willow Grove ARS PA 19090-5203

US Environmental Protection Agency, Region III
Attn: Regional Administrator
841 Chestnut Bldg
Philadel phia PA 19107-4431

Mr Administrator

In ~esponse to your subject, proposed listing of our installation (Willow
GroVe Air Reserve Station) on the NPL as announced on 22 Aug 94, the attached
comments are provideq, fo,t' .your fqrma1 review and -:,espOl1se·,during ,t;,he-·prf>posa·l
public comment period.

As detailed in the attached comments, it appears that s{gnificant and'

C
~~bstantial. errors have occurred during the comPletio.11 of the subject listing

:oriug package. We are strongly. opposed to the manner in which two separate
._..;ederal facilities (Willow Grove Naval Air Station and Willow Grove Air
Reserve Stati6n) were jointly evaluated ~n~ proposed for listing during your
assessment. The joint listing of two separate and distinct federal facilities
in the manner which you have proposed is unproductive to the ~ccurate

assessment of hazards posed by the itldividual facilities. .

In light of our Concerns with the ~coring methodology used to support the
subject proposed listing, we recommend that the current proposal to list
"Willow Grove Naval Air Station and Willow, Grove Air Reserve S.tation" on the
NPL be withdrawn. If yOll deem necessa.ry, each facility should be scored
individu31ly and independently prior to ~ny further COllsideration 'for listing
On the NPL.

Our point of contact on this issue 1$ ,Mr Hal Dusen, 913 SPTGjCEV, at (215)
443-1209.

Since-rely

/ ~ ,.
f~L L///hY'//
R~~;D'~. MOSS, Col, USAFR
Commander

( -tachment:
,'RES Comments on Proposed Listing

cc;
HQ AfRES/CEV
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Air Force Reserve Comments on
Hazard !bolting System (HRS) Documentation R~cord

Proposal to pla(:e Willow Grove NaY<l1 Air and Air Reserve Station On the NFL
Ju11994

1. The HRS scoring process has been inappropriately applied to two separate and
individu31 federal facilities as if1hey constituted a single entity. Although the Willow
Grove Naval Air Station and the \..Villow Grove Air Reservo Stntion nrc locstcd
adjacent to each olht:r, they arc, in fact, two completely separate and distinct federal
facilities. Each installa.tion has a separate and unique commander, environmental
management and response program. and federal facility identification. Contrary to
statements on page Gen-15 ofthe HRS Documentation Record~Willow Grove Naval
Air Station and Willow Grove Air Reserve Station do not routinely jointly use wastedisposal faci.lities.. The environmental program$ at these insiaJlatiD.::!$, including the
environmental restoration program, are funded, tracked, and reported through
separate command functions. The facilities also have separate contracting functions
which would be responsible for supporting the proposed listing. The term '"Facility" as
defit1edJt¥..~c:tion .101(2).0£ CERCLA. $Eecificalll'Jnsht~,g.the ternl "inst:I1ali<m:' a:sii
fa~li~ desjgpg..lQI;.,andJherefo.re supports our pos~~n.!:tlat tlts.li~"7~~~l2B,g.n... ..._ .{WillowQ&~rStatlont~SJt!.<?Air FCUce insiallati'?Jl.(WiI!ow ~roveAir
~t.rs:ep'eStation) are seEarate facilities as defin:':!l'J...s:l:&Y~ a.n~ should'Tb...e...S;9-~regmdependent of each other.
~ em

2. The majority of source lA was subjett to historical surface discharges of hazardous
materials. Given the fact that there is no analytical data which shows the filter bed
material contains hazardous substances. the length oftime since hazardous materials
were disposed at this location; and the highly porous n~ture of the filter bed mn.tcrinl, it
is highly urJikely that the entire volume ofthe filter bed is currently a source of
conmmination as is assumed in this document. The volume of the filter bed~ thzreforc,
does not reflect either the volume of a source nor the volume of the area of observed
contamination as required by your reference 1. page 51591, section 2.4.2.1.3. \Ve feel
that, given the history of waste pmctic;es in the area, source lA should be assessed

() similar to SOUrce 5N (Fire Trainin Area).as an area of contaminated soil.
Reassessment 0 t s source as ar) area of contaminated soil would yield an
.lIpproxiraate H<LZ"ardous \Vast~ Quantity Value (V) of9.94 (338,242 ft~ site
areal34,OOO {contaminated soil}) as opposed to the V of 1,090_75 currently shov.m. Ifthe EPA holds that the Ctlrrcnt assessment of waste quantity volume is most
appropriate for source lA, we feel that the appropriate equation for assigning value
(as shown in table 2~5 ofyour reference 1. page 51591) would be Volumel2.500 .
(Contamjl'l~ted Soil). Reassessment oflrus location with the most appropriateequation for assigning value would yield a Hazardous \Vaste Quantity Value (V) of1.09 (2,726.88 yd3 site volumel2,500 {contamina.t¢d soil}) as opposed to the V of1)090.75 cu·rrently shown. .
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3. . The contaminant of concern at source 1A (TeE) suffered a single exceedance of
CRQL's in only one ofthree documented sampling rounds(see table below). This
exceedance was detected in samples obtained in 1989. Subsequent samples obtained
in 1991 have failed to veritY previous results. AJthough current site scoring data does
Dot address the \lse ofmultiple sampling rounds in the assessment cfan "observed
rele<~se", it is c.1ear that the historical data collected at this location is, at best,
inconsistent.· Therefore, it would seem appropriate for EPA to determine that, basedon the inability of existing data to confltm source contamination, an observed release
above CRQL has not occurred at tlus source.

~.~ Results ITrichlQfoethem:) (CRQL is 10 1lg!1)
5-15 run 89 9.69 ugIL (Reference 9, page 4-161)
11-15 Dec 8911.1 ug/L (Reference 9, page 4-161)
2 Oct 91 4 ugfL (Reference 10, page 5-14)

4. The re.latively low levels of contamination detected at the wash rack area (compared tolevels detecr~d at the Navy locations), the distallce from source IA to the production
wells~ and the location ofNe.vy source IN between source lA and the production
wells support the theory that source LA does not contribute significantly to
contamination ofNavy production wells. In addition. the pumping test involving NavySupply Wl:lll and Navy monitoring well PRW-4 discussed inyour document does not
offer conclusive evidence that groundwater at source lA is hydraulically connected to
the aquifer which· supplies the Na'val production wens. Navy monitoring well PRW~4is the nearest existing mcmtorL'lg well to Na\-'Y Supply \Velll·anchHsplaycd' orJy" _ _ .
minor deviation from baseline fluctuation (0.29 feet) during the 24-hour pump test.
The affect ofNavy Supply Well pumping on.the wells at source lA (1600 feet from
the Supply Well) has not been demonstrQ.tod 3.nd is, given the heterogeneous nature of
the aquifer material, doubtful at best. It appears that existing data for .source J A are
not adequate to establish aquifer interconnections as discussed in your reference 1.
page 51595, section 3.0.1.2.1. Given this, it appears inappropriate for the "Nearest
Well" and '<Population" values discussed in the document to be directly applied to theAir Reserve Station.

5. The discuss;on of source lA background on pQge GVl-12 does not take into account
the existence cfNavy monitoring well FRW·7B betweerlNavysource IN and thew:ash r:a.ck :.l.re:;l. Thia wen hM histocically sho..vn l-Jgh levd:s ofTCE contarrUOll.tion
(Reference 10. pag~ 5-15 and Reference Ilb, page A.2-52) which most likely
originates from the Na.val Privet Road Compound 8J1d which is migrating towards the
Air Force Reserve installation. It would appear t!~t tills well would be a more
appropriate background well to use io the consideration ofcontanlination at source lA
as opposed to well PRW-3 which is directly adjacent to the area defined as S01.1rCe IN
and which may not show the full impact ofDNAJlL contamination in the aquifer
upgradient ofsotlTce lAo
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6. The table on page GW-18 indicates that peE, I,I-DCA and I,I-DeE have been
detected in the groundwa.ter of source 1A. A review of nnalytical dat~ as shown In
your rcfcrencc~9 and 10, do not indicate that corifumed detections of these
compounds have been made at :'l-..is i(;.jatiun. In addition, these compounds are not
listed as hazardou~ suhstantes detected at levels abOve baclcground concentrations insection 2A.l ofyour documentation. .

7. In regard to text on page GW-18. we have noted that if the Air Force Reserve facility
,"vere evaluated separatly from the Navy facility, as we feel is appropriate, the
ToxicitylMobiUty Factor Value for the scoring would be 10 as opposed to the value of
lO~OOO currently shown.

8. The sum ofhozardous wastequantityvclues calculated in section 2.4.2 is 1,103.07,
not 625.45 as s~own in section 3.2.2 on page GW-18.


